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Sir: 

Applicant (hereafter "Appellant") hereby submits this Reply Brief in response to the 
Examiner's Answer dated February 4, 2008. 

Appellant respectfully requests consideration of this appeal by the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences (hereafter the "Board") based on this Reply Brief and the 
previously submitted Appeal Brief. 
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I. THE CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) ARE IMPROPER BECAUSE 
THE REFERENCE DOES NOT SHOW ALL THE ELEMENTS OF THE CLAIMS 

The Examiner's Answer properly sets forth the grounds of rejection in section 9. 

Specifically, in paragraph 4, the Examiner's answer asserts that U.S. Patent No. 6,804,818 

to Codella, et al. (hereinafter "Codella") discloses "the asynchronous request has a void type 

return and is not associated with application specific exceptions," "storing the request and 

the scope in a queue on the asynchronous proxy," and "providing a thread for identifying the 

received request and invoking the second component, wherein the thread identifies an 

exception listener ... that is stateless." As argued in the previously filed Appeal Brief and 

further below, the Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

A. Codella fails to disclose that the asynchronous request has a void type 
return and is not associated with application specific exceptions 

Appellant argues that none of the text cited by the final Office action and Examiner's 
Answer supports the conclusion that Codella discloses that the asynchronous request has a 
void type return as recited by claim 1, and similarly recited by claims 10, 16, 25, 31, 38 and 
43. The Examiner argues that Codella's teaching that a message proxy that invokes no 
return type implies that the request from the message bean also has a void type and does 
not expect a result from the message proxy. See Examiner's Answer, page 7. The 
Appellant respectfully submits that this does not disclose that the asynchronous request has 
a void type return for the following reasons. 

Codella, when taken as a whole, as required by MPEP § 2141 .03VI, discloses that a 
message bean can perform an asynchronous invocation by invoking a method on a 
message proxy. See Codella, column 5, lines 5-6. The method invoked by the message 
bean can return a result. Alternatively, the message bean can invoke a method on the 
message proxy that has been defined to take a callback proxy as a parameter. The callback 
proxy then receives an asynchronous invocation containing the reply. That is, the message 
proxy returns either a regular result or a result proxy object from the result proxy, 
respectively, to the message bean as a result of the invocation. See Codella, column 9, 
lines 11-58. The Appellant respectfully submits that as such, a message proxy with a void 
type is different from an asynchronous request that has a void type return. No result is 
returned in response to the asynchronous request with a void type return, contrary to the 
teachings of Codella. 

Accordingly, Appellant respectfully maintains that Codella does not disclose that the 
asynchronous request has a void type return as required by claims 1, 10, 16, 25, 31, 38 and 
43. 
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B. Codella fails to disclose that the request and the scope are stored in a 
queue on the asynchronous proxy 

Appellant argues that Codella does not disclose "storing the request and the scope in 

a queue on the asynchronous proxy," as recited by claim 1, and similarly recited by claims 

16 and 43. The Examiner asserts that Codella at column 14, lines 2-6 and 13-21 discloses 

this feature of claim 1 . See Examiner's Answer, page 4, point 4. However, column 14, lines 

2-6 and 13-21 discloses that if the reply includes an exceptional value then the message 

proxy throws an exception. Because the message proxy blocks until a potentially 

exceptional result arrives, exception handling for an asynchronous send employs additional 

support from either the programming model or from the programming language. That is, 

Codella merely discloses that after the message proxy sends an asynchronous invocation, 

the reply is handled with additional support from the programming model or language, e.g., 

using joining threads. Thus, Appellant submits that Codella does not disclose, either 

explicitly or inherently, storing the request and the scope in a queue on the asynchronous 

proxy as required by the independent claims 1,16 and 43. 

C. Codella fails to disclose that a thread is provided for identifying the 
received request and invoking the second component 

Appellant submits that Codella does not disclose "providing a thread for identifying 

the received request and invoking the second component," as recited by claim 1 , and 

similarly recited by claims 16 and 43. The Examiner asserts that Codella at column 14, lines 

13-27 and column 16, line 63 through column 17, line 41 discloses this feature of claim 1. 

See Examiner's Answer, pages 4-5, point 4. The recited sections of Codella disclose that 

exception handling for an asynchronous send employs additional support from the 

programming model, e.g., using joining threads, and that associating a message bean 

listener with more than one method would result in the listener receiving concurrent 

onMessage calls that could not be made thread safe. That is, the recited sections merely 

disclose that threads may be used and that certain procedures cannot be made thread safe 

rather than providing a thread for identifying the received request and invoking the second 

component, as required by the independent claims 1,16 and 43. 
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II. CONCLUSION 

In view of the arguments submitted in the Appeal Brief and this Reply Brief, the 
Appellant respectfully submits that all the appealed claims in this application are patentable 
and requests that the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences direct allowance of the 
rejected claims. 

Appellant believes no further fees or petitions are required. However, if any such 
petitions or fees are necessary, please consider this a request therefor and authorization to 
charge Deposit Account No. 04-1415 accordingly. 



Dated: f\fr,{ H^lvoY 



Respectfully submitted, 




DORSEY & WHITNEY LLP 
Republic Plaza Building, Suite 4700 
370 Seventeenth Street 
Denver, Colorado 80202-5647 
Phone: (303) 629-3400 
Fax: (303) 629-3450 
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